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THE FIRST 48: A TC HEARTLAND STORY
Marc Kustner & Nicholas Tsui*
ABSTRACT
In this paper, we investigate the first 48 days of patent litigation venue
data in the wake of the Supreme Court's decision in TC HeartlandLLC v.
Kraft Foods Grp. Brands LLC, 137 S. Ct. 1514 (2017). As some may have
expected, the Eastern District of Texas was dramatically affected and has
received only about one third of the number of patent litigation complaints
that it receivedprior to the decision. At the same time, the number ofpatent
litigation complaints has approximately doubled in the District of Delaware,
and the Central District of California has also received an increase in the
number of complaints. Overall, however, the data shows that the Eastern
District of Texas is still the second most popular venue choice for patent
litigation and the top three venues remain unchanged. An examination of
venue choice from 2015 through 2017 revealed that the trend of patent
litigation complaints beingfiled in the District of Delaware and the Central
District of California rather than the Eastern District of Texas actually
predates the Supreme Court's decision in TC Heartland. Thus, while the TC
Heartlanddecision has dramaticallyacceleratedthe pace of that change, TC
Heartland itself did not instigate the change. Moreover, while the total
number of complaints slightly decreasedafter TC Heartland, the main effect
has been a relative choice of venue between the top three venue choices and
not a deterrence of patent litigation as a whole. The overall distributionof
venue choice beyond the top three appears to have been minimally affected,
and even less so beyond the top ten.
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I. INTRODUCTION
For years, there have been scholarly articles and debates about the
Eastern District of Texas ("E.D. Tex.") as a popular venue choice for patent
litigation.' Many perceive the judges in this district as favorable towards
patent owners, which created a "hotspot" for Plaintiffs, and especially nonpracticing entities, to file lawsuits. Approximately 38% of all patent cases
filed in 2016 chose this venue.3 However, the Supreme Court's decision in
TC HeartlandLLC v. Kraft Foods Grp. Brands LLC, 137 S. Ct. 1514 (2017)
was expected to change the landscape for venue choice in patent litigation.
Out of irony, or perhaps necessity, the case itself did not even involve the
E.D. Tex.
In TC Heartland, the Supreme Court held that for patent infringement
litigation the term "residence" found in 28 U.S.C. § 1400(b) refers only to the
state of incorporation.4 The petitioner in the case, TC Heartland LLC, was
organized under Indiana law while the respondent, Kraft Foods Group
Brands LLC, was organized under Delaware law and cited to Illinois as its
primary place of business.
Respondent sued petitioner, claiming the
petitioner's products infringed one of respondent's patents, in the District
Court for the District of Delaware ("D. Del."). 6 The District Court rejected
petitioner's motions to dismiss or transfer venue to the District Court for the
Southern District of Indiana.7 The Federal Circuit denied a petition for a writ
of mandamus, concluding that amendments to 28 U.S.C. § 1391(c) provided
the definition of "resides" in § 1400(b), allowing the D. Del. to exercise
personal jurisdiction, and thereby proper venue, over petitioner.8
In granting certiorari, the Supreme Court sought to resolve the apparent
tension between § 1391 and § 1400 regarding venue for patent infringement
cases. 9 Justice Thomas, in his opinion, noted that the Court previously held
1400(b)'s predecessor statute for patent venue "alone should control venue in
patent infringement proceedings."o At that time, the only state in which a
corporation was understood to "inhabit" was the state where it legally

1See, e.g., Colleen V. Chien & Michael Risch, RecalibratingPatent Venue, 77 MD. L. REV.
(2018 Forthcoming), https://papers.ssm.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstractid=2834130.
Erin Coe, Texas in the Rearview Mirror?Glory Days Could be Numbered in the Country's
Busiest Patent Court, Law360 (Mar. 27, 2017),
2

https://www.1aw360.com/articles/9053 88/patent-glory-days-could-be-numbered-for-easttexas.
3 Jacqueline

Bell, Patent Litigation in US District Courts: A 2016 Review, Law360 (Mar. 1,

2017, 12:13 PM EST), https://www.1aw360.com/articles/895435/patent-litigation-in-usdistrict-courts-a-20 16-review.
TC Heartland LLC v. Kraft Foods Grp. Brands LLC, 137 S. Ct. 1514, 1521 (2017).
5
Id. at 1517.
6id.

Id.

Id. at 1517-18; See 28 U.S.C. §§ 1391(c), 1400(b) (2012).
9 See supra note 4, at 1518.
10

Id. (quoting Stonite Products Co. v. Melvin Lloyd Co., 315 U.S. 561, 563 (1942)).
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incorporated." Congress recodified the patent venue statute as § 1400(b) in
12
1948 and at the same time enacted the general venue statute, § 1391.
Since
that time Congress has twice amended § 1391.13 In looking at the Court's
holding in Fourco Glass Co. v. Transmirra Prods. Corp., Justice Thomas

noted the Court's definitive and unambiguous holding that "residence" in §
1400(b) only applies to the state of incorporation.14 Not only did the Court's
holding in Fourco apply to TC Heartland, but the saving clause added in
2011 to § 1391, "except as otherwise provided by law," even strengthens the
Fourco holding.15 Ultimately a mostly unanimous Supreme Court (Justice
Gorsuch took no part in the decision of the case) found that "residence" in §
1400(b) refers only to the state of incorporation. 16
After TC Heartland, plaintiffs must file patent lawsuits in either the
accused infringer's state of incorporation or where the accused infringer has a
regular and established place of business.17 Some scholars predicted that if
the Supreme Court were to construe venue as narrowly as it did many cases
would flee E.D. Tex. and be redistributed to D. Del. and the Northern District
of California ("N.D. Cal.")." But some have also been quick to note that the
overall number of cases brought may not be significantly affected and that
the E.D. Tex. is still likely to remain a top venue regardless. 19 Moreover,
there is a debate whether a shift in venue would even be beneficial for the
20

patent system.
Some have noted that fragmented litigation may make
patent litigation as a whole less efficient, citing the possibility of more but
smaller cases and the varying levels of patent litigation experience among the
different venues. 2 1 And some have even noted that D. Del. had a higher
median patent infringement award than did E.D. Tex. over the last ten
22
years.
In this paper, we report that, after the Supreme Court's decision in TC
Heartland, there has been a significant decrease in the number of patent
11 Id. (citing Shaw v. Quincy Mining Co., 145 U.S. 444, 449-450 (1892)).

Id. at 1518-19.
13 In 1988, the words "under this chapter"were added. In 1990, the Federal Circuit held in VE
Holding Corp. v. Johnson GasAppliance Co. that under the "exact and classic language of
incorporation," § 1391(c) established the definition of venue for all other venue statutes. Id. at
1519-1521. (quoting VE Holding Corp. v. Johnson Gas Appliance Co., 917 F.2d 1574 (1990)).
In 2011 Congress added the clause "except as otherwise provided by law." Id. at 1520.
12

1

4 id.

15

id.

16

Id. at 1521.
Dorothy Atkins, TC HeartlandCouldn'tBe Predicted, Tech Co. Argues, Law360 (Jul. 24,
2017), https://www.1aw360.com/articles/947137/tc-heartland-couldn-t-be-predicted-tech-coargues.
"s See, e.g., Jenny L. Colgate & Nechama Potasnick, 5 Things to Expect ifHigh Court
Reverses TC Heartland,Law360 (Mar. 28, 2017, 11:18 AM EDT),
https://www.1aw360.com/articles/906868/5-things-to-expect-if-high-court-reverses-tcheartland; see also, supra notes 1-2.
19 See supra note 2.
17

20

21
22

Id.

Id.
Id.

61

THE FIRST 48: A TC HEARTLAND STORY

Vol. 9:2

litigation cases filed in the E.D. Tex. Specifically, venue data over the first
48 days after TC Heartland show that the daily average number of patent
litigation cases filed in the E.D. Tex. is about one-third of what it was in
comparison to the last 48 days before TC Heartland. However, as some may
have expected, the data also shows that the top three venues for patent
litigation remain unaffected. That is, in the 48 days before TC Heartland,the
top three venues in order were the E.D. Tex., D. Del., and the Central District
of California ("C.D. Cal."). In the 48 days after TC Heartland, the top three
venues in order were the D. Del., E.D. Tex., and C.D. Cal. Moreover, while
the total number of complaints slightly decreased after TC Heartland, the
main effect appears to have been a relative choice of venue between the top
three venue choices and not a deterrence of patent litigation as a whole. The
overall distribution of venue choice beyond the top three appears to have
been minimally affected and even less so beyond the top ten. The patent
venue data through the end of 2017 remained consistent with the data
observed over the first 48 days after TC Heartland, with the exception that
the E.D. Tex. experienced a slight increase in cases relative to the other top
three venues, D. Del. and C.D. Cal.
While many scholarly articles may focus on TC Heartlandto explain the
shifting trends in patent litigation, the true impact of the case might be subtler.
The venue data shows that D. Del. and C.D. Cal. had already begun seeing a
relative increase in filings even before the Supreme Court's grant of certiorari.
Thus, this change in venue behavior, which has been dramatically accelerated
by the holding in TC Heartland, cannot be attributed solely to that one case.

II. METHODOLOGY
We collected all of the patent litigation venue data from Docket
Navigator, examining where plaintiffs filed complaints within 48 business
days before and after the TC Heartlanddecision's publication date of May 22,
2017. We selected the window of 48 days to capture a reasonable amount of
venue data for both pre- and post-TC Heartlandcases that we could observe
and compare to data from previous years within the same window.2 3
We used business days because complaints were predominantly filed
Monday through Friday. However, we did not ignore complaints filed on the
weekends. To account for weekend filings, we counted Saturday filings as
Friday filings, and we counted Sunday filings as Monday filings. Because
weekend filings were rare, we did not want our daily average number of
complaints filed to be skewed by a large number of zero filings on weekends.
But we also did not want to disregard actual data. Thus, we used this unique
methodology with the goal of capturing all of the data without producing
misleading results.

And as a facetious homage to the popular television series:
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/TheFirst_48.
23
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In addition to comparing the venue data for 48 business days before and
after TC Heartland, we also examined venue data over the same time period
in previous years in order to account for any potential seasonality of the data.
Since the TC Heartland decision was published on May 22, 2017, we
examined venue data for 48 business days before and after May 22, 2016,
and May 22, 2015, for comparison. And finally, we also collected patent
venue data for the entire 2017 post-TC Heartlandto examine whether the
initial observations persisted through the rest of the year.
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III. RESULTS
As seen in Figure 1 below, the number of patent litigation complaints
filed in the E.D. Tex. decreased significantly after the Supreme Court's
decision in TC Heartland. At the same time, the total number of patent
litigation complaints filed in all venues decreased only slightly. Accordingly,
the percentage of total complaints filed in E.D. Tex. decreased significantly.
Figure 1. The number (#) of complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. (top), the
total number (#) of complaints filed (middle), and the percentage (%) of total
complaints represented by E.D. Tex. (bottom).

# Tot~I Complaint

El> Tex. Com~ints
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As shown in Table 1, on average, the daily number of patent litigation
complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. decreased by about one-third, from six
complaints per day to two complaints per day, after TC Heartland. This
decrease in complaints signifies a decrease in the total percentage of patent
litigation complaints represented by the E.D. Tex. from 29% of all
complaints per day to 11% of all complaints per day.
Table 1. Daily averages for complaint filings in 2017.

# E.D. Tex.
Total

Pre-TC Heartland
6
18

Post-TC Heartland
2
16

% E.D. Tex.

29%

11%

However, Table 1 also shows that the total number of patent litigation
complaints did not dramatically change (although they did decrease). Thus,
while the number of complaints filed in E.D. Tex. decreased significantly, a
nearly commensurate number of complaints simply appear to have been filed
in other venues. Figure 2 below shows that the D. Del. appears to be the
biggest beneficiary, where the number of complaints filed doubled by
percentage of total complaints.
Figure 2. Percentage of total patent litigation complaints filed in the top
3 venues (E.D. Tex., D. Del., and C.D. Cal.) compared to all other venues in
aggregate ("Other") in the 48 days before TC Heartland (left) and the 48
days after TC Heartland(right).
Top 3 Venrues (52% of aNl cases)
Pre-TC Heatland

Top 3 Venues (47% of aI cases)
Post-TC eartland

It is notable that the top three venues for patent litigation stayed the same,
and continued to represent roughly half of all patent litigation filings.
Moreover, the top ten venues represented 72% of total patent litigation filings,
both before and after TC Heartland. In sum, while TC Heartlandappears to
have changed the choice of venue for a great many patent litigation
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complaints, it does not seem to have significantly deterred patent litigation as
a whole.
We also compared the 2017 data to 2016 and 2015 data to account for
any potential seasonality of the data. Again, reviewing venue choice data for
48 business days before and after May 22, the results are shown in Figure 3
below. As can be seen in the figure, the sharp decrease in E.D. Tex. filings
occurred only in 2017.

Figure 3. The number (#) of complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. (top), the
total number (#) of complaints filed (middle), and the percentage (%) of total
complaints represented by E.D. Tex. (bottom) for 2017, 2016, and 2015 (left
to right).

r1

4t)ThC

W~>O)

The average daily number of patent litigation complaints, comparing 2017
with previous years 2016 and 2015, are summarized in Table 2. As can be
seen, there does not appear to be any seasonal decrease in patent litigation in
the E.D. Tex. or otherwise associated with the date of the TC Heartland
decision (i.e., May 22). In fact, in previous years, the number of cases filed in
the E.D. Tex. and elsewhere either stayed about the same or increased after
May 22 as compared to before May 22.
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Table 2. Daily averages for complaint filings in 2015-2017.

#E.D. Tex.

2017
2016
2015

Pre-May 22
6
7
10

Post-May 22
2
8
14

Total

2017
2016
2015

18
18
22

16
20
25

% E.D. Tex.

2017
2016
2015

29%
33%
32%

11%
34%
43%

It is interesting to note from the data that from 2015 to 2016, the total
number of patent litigation complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. (and in total)
already began decreasing. This decline suggests that at least some of the
decrease in complaints year over year is due to factors other than TC
Heartland. However, neither of the previous years displays any dramatic
decrease associated specifically with May 22, which indicates that the effects
of TC Heartlandon the choice of venue in 2017 were genuine and precise.
Figure 4 below compares the top three venue choices as compared to all
other venues for 2017, 2016, and 2015. Again, the data shows that there
were no seasonality effects associated with the date of the TC Heartland
decision. 2017 was the only year in which there was a dramatic decrease in
patent litigation complaints filed in the E.D. Tex., accompanied by a dramatic
increase in the D. Del. It is interesting to note that in 2015 (as seen in both
Figure 4 and Table 2), the number of patent litigation complaints filed in the
E.D. Tex. actually increased somewhat significantly after May 22. It is not
readily apparent why. It is also interesting to note that from 2015 to 2016 (as
seen in both Figure 4 and Table 2), E.D. Tex. as a venue choice already
began decreasing, while D. Del. and C.D. Cal. already began increasing in
their respective shares of patent litigation complaints. Thus, TC Heartland
appears to have accelerated a change that was already happening, rather than
trigger a new or reverse trend.
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Figure 4. Percentage of total patent litigation complaints filed in the top
three venues compared to all other venues in aggregate ("Other") in the 48
days before May 22 (left) and the 48 days after May 22 (right) for 2017 (top),
2016 (middle), and 2015 (bottom).
lop 3 Venues (52% of a~ ca~es~
Pre-TC ea tland(2017t

bp V ue (47%ofall cases~
Po. t4CHea tland(2017)

Top 3 Venues (56% of a cases)

Top 3 Venues(56% of all cases)
Post~May22 (2016)

Pre-May 22 (2016)

op 3 ye
Pr

es (56% of a~ cases)
22 (2015)

Top 3 ye ~ues (56% of aU cases)
Pc t~Moy22(2O15~

As seen in the 2017 data, the top three choices for venue in 2016 did not
change after May 22. However, unlike in 2017, each venue demonstrated
only slight changes in the percentage of the total patent litigation complaints
filed. This consistency suggests there were no seasonality factors that
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influenced the significant change in venue choice after TC Heartland. In
2016, the top three venues also continued to represent 56% of all patent
litigation complaints filed both before and after May 22. Additionally, the
top three venue choices in 2016 were the exact same venues as in 2017.
2015 data shows similar results in that the top three venue choices
represented 56% of all patent litigation complaints filed both before and after
May 22. One notable difference is that the composition of the top three
venues did change in 2015, where the C.D. Cal. replaced the D.N.J. as a top
three choice. While the D.N.J. remained a top ten venue in 2016 and 2017, it
is not readily apparent why the C.D. Cal. became the more popular choice
(and stayed that way). In any event, the 2015 data also indicates that there
were no seasonality factors that influenced the dramatic change in the relative
shares of patent litigation complaint filings between the E.D. Tex. and D. Del.
after TC Heartland.
As noted earlier, in 2017, the top ten venues represented 72% of total
patent litigation filings, both before and after TC Heartland. Eight of the top
ten venues remained the same after TC Heartland. Venue choice was
slightly less diverse in 2016, when the top ten venues represented 78% and
80% of all patent litigation complaints filed, before and after May 22,
respectively, with nine of the top ten venues remaining the same after May
22. And similarly, in 2015, the top ten venues represented 7 8 % and 8 2 % of
all patent litigation complaints filed, before and after May 22, respectively,
with eight of the top ten venues remaining the same after May 22. Table 3
summarizes these results below.
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Table 3. Top 10 venues for patent infringement complaint filings
in 2015-2017.
Pre-May 22

Post-May 22

Venue

% of Total

Venue

% of Total

2017

E.D. Tex.
D. Del.
C.D. Cal.
D.N.J.
D. Mass.
N.D. Ill.
N.D. Cal.
S.D. Cal.
W.D. Tex.
M.D. Fla.

32%
13%
7%
5%
4%
3%
3%
2%
2%
1%

D. Del.
E.D. Tex.
C.D. Cal.
N.D. Ill.
N.D. Cal.
D.N.J
S.D.N.Y.
S.D. Fla.
S.D. Cal.
D. Mass.

26%
11%
10%
7%
5%
5%
3%
2%
2%
1%

2016

E.D. Tex.
D. Del.
C.D. Cal.
N.D. Ill.
D.N.J.
S.D. Fla.
N.D. Cal.
S.D. Cal.
D. Conn.
S.D.N.Y.

41%
8%
7%
6%
5%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%

E.D. Tex.
D. Del.
C.D. Cal.
N.D. Ill.
S.D. Fla.
N.D. Cal.
D.N.J.
S.D.N.Y.
S.D. Cal.
M.D. Fla.

39%
10%
7%
6%
5%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%

2015

E.D. Tex.
D.N.J.
D. Del.
C.D. Cal.
N.D. Ill.
S.D.N.Y.
S.D. Fla.
W.D. Wash.
N.D. Cal.
W.D. Tex.

45%
7%
6%
5%
3%
3%
3%
2%
2%
2%

E.D. Tex.
D. Del.
C.D. Cal.
D.N.J.
S.D.N.Y.
S.D. Fla.
N.D. Cal.
N.D. Ill.
S.D. Cal.
M.D. Fla.

56%
8%
4%
3%
2%
2%
2%
2%
2%
1%

Thus, the TC Heartland decision itself does not seem to have
significantly affected the relative popularity of the top ten venues (or top
three venues) to file a patent litigation complaint as compared to all other
choices. It is possible that the specter of TC Heartlandeven being on the
Supreme Court's docket was responsible for the slight increase in venue
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diversity from 2016 to 2017, but we did not specifically investigate venue
data around the date that certiorari was granted to determine that.
We also examined the complete 2017 year after TC Heartland and
confirmed that the data from the first 48-day window indeed was
representative of the rest of the year to come. As can be seen in Figure 5, the
data observed in the first 48 days after TC Heartland continues almost
identically through the end of the year.
Figure 5. The number (#) of complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. (top), the
total number (#) of complaints filed (middle), and the percentage (%) of total
complaints represented by E.D. Tex. (bottom).

e. onpants 2017

ED. Tex. Cornp~aints ~2O17)
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As shown in Table 4, on average, the daily number of patent litigation
complaints filed in the E.D. Tex. remained at two complaints per day for the
rest of 2017 after TC Heartland. The total number of complaints decreased
only slightly, which resulted in a corresponding slight increase in the
percentage of E.D. Tex. filings.

Table 4. Daily averages for complaint filings in 2017.

# E.D. Tex.
Total

48 days Pre-TC
Heartland
6
18

48 days Post-TC
Heartland
2
16

Complete PostTC Heartland
2
15

% E.D.

29%

11%

12%I

As can be seen in Figure 6, the top three venues continued to be D. Del.,
E.D. Tex., and C.D. Cal. for the rest of the year, but the percentage of cases
filed in those venues did decrease in aggregate by 5% (from 47% to 42%).
Interestingly, by the end of 2017, E.D. Tex. had regained some of its cases
while D. Del. and C.D. Cal. experienced a relative decrease in filings as
compared to the first 48 days.
Figure 6. Percentage of total patent litigation complaints filed in the top
3 venues (E.D. Tex., D. Del., and C.D. Cal.) compared to all other venues in
aggregate ("Other") in the 48 days after TC Heartland(left) and the complete
2017 year after TC Heartland(right).

Top 3 Venues (47% of a~ c~se~
48 days Post-TCHeaUar~d(2OI7)

TQp 3 Venues (42~
Complete Post~ HZ H
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As shown in Table 5, the top ten venues continued to represent the vast
majority of patent cases filed. As noted earlier, in 2017, the top ten venues
represented 72% of total patent litigation filings in the first 48 days after TC
Heartland. Through the complete year after TC Heartland, the top ten
venues represented 70% of total patent litigation filings. And the top 7
venues were the same.

Table 5. Top 10 venues for patent infringement complaint filings in
2017, comparing a 48-day window with the complete year post-TC
Heartland.
48 days Post-TC Heartland
Venue
% of Total Filings
D. Del.
26%
E.D. Tex.
11%
C.D. Cal.
10%
N.D. Ill.
7%
N.D. Cal.
5%
D.N.J
5%
S.D.N.Y.
3%
S.D. Fla.
2%
S.D. Cal.
2%
D. Mass.
1%

Complete Post-TC Heartland
Venue
% of Total
D. Del.
20%
E.D. Tex.
14%
C.D. Cal.
8%
N.D. Ill.
6%
D.N.J.
5%
N.D. Cal.
5%
S.D.N.Y.
3%
W.D. Tex.
3%
M.D. Fla.
2%
S.D. Tex.
2%

IV. CONCLUSION
In sum, TC Heartland significantly decreased the number of patent
litigation complaints in the E.D. Tex. and significantly increased the number
of complaints in D. Del. But the decision appears to have accelerated a preexisting trend rather than create a new one. Moreover, E.D. Tex. is still the
number two venue for patent litigation, and the top three venue choices are
still D. Del., E.D. Tex., and C.D. Cal., as they were before TC Heartland.
Thus, while the total number of complaints slightly decreased after TC
Heartland,the main effect has been a relative choice of venue between E.D.
Tex. and D. Del. (and C.D. Cal. to some extent) and not a deterrence of
patent litigation as a whole. The overall distribution of venue choice beyond
the top three appears to have been minimally affected and even less so
beyond the top ten.
Of course, venue law and the TC Heartland story is not over.24 What
constitutes a "regular and established place of business" for purposes of
proper venue is still being debated. Some courts have found that the location
Legally, of course, the TC Heartlandstory is over, but whether there are any lasting effects
on venue choice remains to be seen.

24
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of employees can support a regular and established place of business, 25 but
26
other courts have rejected that proposition.
E.D. Tex. attempted to establish
a four-factor test for proper venue,27 but some courts declined to follow it.2 8
And then the Federal Circuit formally rejected it. 2 9 D. Del. indicated that
litigation in the forum might be enough even without any physical office or
store,30 but the Federal Circuit's opinion in In Re: Cray Inc. calls that holding
31
into question.
Where the law ultimately settles on what constitutes a
regular and established place of business may deepen or reverse the effects of
TC Heartlandon venue choice for patent litigation, so whether there will be
any lasting effects of TC Heartlandremains to be seen.

See, e.g., Kranos IP Corp. v. Riddell, Inc., 2-17-cv-00443, Dkt. No. 26 (Order) (E.D. Tex.
Aug. 28, 2017); InVue Security Prods. Inc. v. Mobile Tech, Inc., 3-15-cv-00610, Dkt. No. 65
(Order) (W.D.N.C. Aug. 21, 2017).
26 See, e.g., Townsend v. Brooks Sports, Inc., 2-17-cv-00062, Dkt. No. 54 (Order) (M.D. Fl.
Aug. 31, 2017); Prolacta Bioscience, Inc. v. Ni-Q, LLC, 2-17-cv-04071, Dkt. No. 32 (Order)
(C.D. Cal. Aug. 7, 2017).
27 Raytheon Co. v. Cray, Inc., 258 F. Supp. 3d 781 (E.D. Tex.), mandamus granted, order
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